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everybody even thoush he may not have anythlng on the llne

on thls blll, maybe next year, two months from now, vou may

have a bill in the same position aind see all your work

toopled because somebody Just doesn't happen to 1like the way the
commltteehas worked, what the Leglslature has done in the

pact, this kind of thine. It's maybe your ox tomorrow

and remember when you vote on thils, I would hope.

PRESIDENT: The chalr recognizes Senator Chambers.

SENATOR CHAMBERS: Mr. President and members of the Legls-
lature, 1t won't take me qulte as long to say what I have

to say on thils matter. Flrst of all, I don't think Senator
Fereuter's request should be taken as an attack on any
member of the commlttee, the chalrman hilmself, or the
committee as a whole because he stated clearly what hls
vurpose was and why he wanted the blll shifted. So I think
!f the argument, by any means, 1s shifted to that 1dea of

it being an attack on the integrity of the committee, I
thlnk there !s a misunderstanding cf what I understood
Senator Bereuter to cay. Whenever an individual In this
holy roes through one procecure of the Legislature with
reference to how a commlttee operates, the final point of
zpreal 1s to the entire bodv. So offering the Leglslature
arguments In support of a move to reverse a declslon by

the Reference Commlttee ls not an 1lleplitimata procedure.
Perhaps 1f the outcome were successful from the standproint
of Senator Bereuter, !t would make some people on the
Reference Committee or the Agriculture Committee unhavpy

but they cannot derogate the entire syvstem of allowing

tnls process of appeal just because It 1s on an 1ssue that
tney don't particularliy approve of. 30 even If Senator
Bereuter's motion should prevall and the bill should be
shifted, thls i1s not the first time that a bill has been
shifted from another committee. It 1s not the filrst tlime
that a motlon such as thls has been brought before the body
and 1t's not the lasc time. We should look at the Reference
Committee and see 1f any members of the Agrlculture Com-
mittee sit on the Reference Committee and, perhaps, that

can explaln why the declslon went ’n the way that 't dld.
But 1f vou go before any comm!ttee and don't llke the
outcome of lts dellberatlons, vou have the right to bring

It to the floor of the Leglslature. TIf I llstened and heard
correctly, I think Senator Rereuter sald his blli, as he
understands 1t, deals wlth governmental reorganizatlon of

a sort and lt haprens that the subject matter 1t Is dealing
with 1s land-use. So I don't think he sald 1t has nothing
to do with land-use at all. The thrust of 1t Is other than
simply and merely and strictly land-use. I can understand
Senator Scamit saying tnhat ne has prlde In hls commlttee
members and hls committee. I once was Iin a position to

say tne same thing and I think with preater Justiflcatlon.
Joke. But, nevertheless, when we deal with a serious lssue
that's very close to somebody's Interest, we know that that
person 1s zolng to push as hard as he or she can to put

that lssue In a position teo prevall. So If the body agrees
toc shift tals blll from the Agriculture Commlttee, T don't
thlnk It can be construed as an insult to Senator Schmlt.

I think that youv know that I have hlgh regard for vou but

by the same token I haver:an even higher regard for rrocedure
that allows an individual tc get as falr a hearing as he

or she thinks 1s avallable. TIf it !s felt that the Agricul-
ture Committee 1s not the proper forum or not the most
sultable forum without reference to the integrity of anybody
on tne Committee, that member feeling that way has the right



